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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Note that the reference to Reimer (US # 
5,917,180) shows an optical sensor as claimed made from two discrete optical fibers as 
early as 1999. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6,11-16, 24, 25, 28, 30, 35, 37, 39-42, and 45 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Inkster (US # 6,788,295). See column 6, line 3 to 
col. 7, line 28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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5. Claims 4, 5, 7, 18-20, 22, 26, 31 , 34, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Inkster (US # 6,788,295) in view of in view of Femald et al 
(US #6,452,667), Thiele et al (US # 4,733,068), and Bennett et al (US patent application 
pub. # 2001/0054682 A1 ). Inkster does not disclose a stress relief. However, Fernald 
teach that it is known to place some slack in a fiber optic cable to allow for the cable to 
expand and contract without breaking the cable (Col. 4, lines 57-59). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to the ordinary practioner to provide the cables of Inkster with slack 
in them to allow the cables to expand. 

As for claim 7, Bennett et al shows that is known to make trenches in a substrate 
to hold an optical cable; see Fig. 1 (The examiner notes that the applicant made the 
argument that the cables themselves make the trenches as an inherent result of 
assembling the pad, not the manufacturer, but this fact is irrelevant even if true since 
Bennett teach that it is known that such trenches do exist.). Since Thiele et al teaches 
cutting out vias to allow more light to pass between fibers, it would have been obvious 
to the ordinary practioner to cut out part of the foam pad of Inkster to form preformed 
trenches to hold the fibers so that the layers of the foam pad fit together better. 

6. Claims 8-10, 21, 27, 32, 33, 36, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Inkster in view of in view of Fernald et al, Thiele et al, & 
Bennett et al as applied to claims 4, 5, 7, 18-20, 22, 26, 31 , 34, & 43 above, and further 
in view of Breton (US # 4,369,525), Simons (US Statutory Invention Registration # 
H322) and Verdiell et al (US # 5,870,417). Inkster does not disclose the "control sensor" 
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for adjusting the light output of the array of optical weight sensors. However, it is known 
that the light output of a laser diode varies with temperature and age, and it is also 
known to build a laser diode with a built-in light sensor to enable regulation of the power 
to the laser diode, as shown by the examples of Breton et al (Col. 1 , lines 34-51 ; Col. 6, 
lines 5-21 ) or Simons (Col. 3, lines 34-67; Col. 5, line 14 to col. 6, line 29). It would 
have been obvious to use this conventional type of feedback circuit in the device of 
Inkster for the same reason. 

As for the limitation of laser trimming the ends of the fiber optic cable, Verdiell et 
al teach that this is a known technique for trimming optical fiber (Col. 1 1 , lines 53-62), 
and it would have been obvious to the ordinary practioner to use a known technique to 
form the device of Thiele based on its art recognized suitability for its intended purpose. 
See MPEP§ 2144.07. 

7. Claims 17, 23, 29, 38, and 46-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kuboki et al (US # 6,345,839) in view of Inkster (US # 6,788,295). 
Kuboki et al discloses an two dimensional array of pressure sensors arranged in a seat, 
and a air bag controller system that uses image processing techniques to determine the 
shape of a seat occupant, and based on the shape and weight of the occupant, decide 
whether the occupant is a human or an object. Kuboki et al discloses the claimed 
invention except his array of sensors is based on a device that varies resistance with 
pressure, instead of using an optical pressure sensor array. Inkster shows that an 
optical pressure sensing array is the functional equivalent to an array of variable 
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resistance pressure sensors. It would have been obvious to substitute the optical 
pressure sensor array mat of Inkster for the variable resistance pressure sensor array 
mat of Kuboki et al based on its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §§ 
2144.06 & 2144.07. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randy W. Gibson whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2103. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri., 9-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamand Cuneo can be reached on (571) 272-1957. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published. applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Randy/W. Gibson 
Primaify Examiner 
Art Unit 2841 



